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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 11-15, 17, and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Adachi (US6317962, corresponding to JP91 03052 cited by the 
Applicant). 

Adachi discloses substantially steps a-e of claims 11 and 19. See page 1, Ins. 5- 
19 of the present specification. See In. 50 of col. 2 to In 20 of col. 3 of Adachi. The 
welding seam is disposed on a radial outside of the yoke at 51b in Fig. 1 of Adachi and 
also on an axial end of the stator core, to the extent an axis can pass through the end 
comprising the welding seam. The stator thus formed is for a generator (see col. 1, Ins. 
5-10 of Adachi). 

Adachi does not disclose the welding seam depth being a function of the yoke 
height and a tolerance value and being given by the formula claimed in claims 1 1 and 
19, nor the tolerance value being 1 or 0.5 mm as claimed in claims 12, 13, 21 and 22, 
nor the welding seam depth having a minimum value being given by a formula as 
claimed In claims 14 and 23. 

However, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to optimize the welding seam depth in order to obtain the most 
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reliable weld. It has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective 
variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 
(CCPA 1980). In particular, it is readily apparent to one of skill in the art that the weld 
quality depends directly on the welding seam depth, since if the welding seam is too thin 
the weld in not reliable, and if it is too think, excess work Is required to obtain the deeper 
welding seam. Moreover, it is readily apparent that as the height of the stack increases, 
the mass of the stator increases too, which necessitates a deeper welding seam, in 
order to ensure the weld holds the laminations together. At the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art to optimize the weld 
seam depth In order to obtain the best quality weld necessary for a particular stack 
height. It is deemed that one of ordinary skill in the art, upon performing such an 
optimization, would obtain a weld seam depth that satisfies the claimed formulas. 
Moreover, regarding the particular tolerance values, It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to choose a tolerance value based on the specific design 
requirements. For example, stators and rotors of electrical machines require high 
tolerances because there can be no friction between a stator and a rotor or a 
mechanical imbalance caused by uneven mass distribution. As such, the tolerance 
value would be chosen so as to ensure proper functioning of the machine and Is a 
matter of engineering design choice. 

3. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adachi 
in view of Rich (US41 02040). 
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Adachi discloses substantially the same invention as the Applicant, except for the 
welding seam being between two tooth halves, as claimed. 

Rich teaches placing a welding seam at such a location (see Figs. 6 and 8 for 
example). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Adachi in view of the teachings of Rich, 
by providing a welding seam as claimed since Rich teaches an alternative location for 
placing the seam, as known in the art. 

4. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adachi 
in view of Ozawa (JP2001231 190). 

Adachi discloses substantially the same invention as the Applicant except for 
utilizing a laser to perform the weld. 

Ozawa teaches that it is known to do so (see abstract). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, to utilize a laser to weld the stator laminations, since this is an 
art-recognized method of welding stator cores similar to those of Adachi. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LIVIUS R. CAZAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8032. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 6:30AM-5:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on (571)272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/A. Dexter Tugbang/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3729 

/L. R. C./ 2/19/2008 
Examiner, Art Unit 3729 



